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FEDERAL AID TO WILDLIFE RESTORATION IN HAWATI 


TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 1956 


Hovusrt oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
MerrcHant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable John C. Kluezynski, 
acting chairman, presiding. 

Mr. Kiuczynsk1. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Today, the subcommittee is holding hearings on two bills, to be 
followed by an executive session on another matter on which hearings 
were held last year, and such other business as may be before the 
subcommittee. ' 

The first bill is H. R. 5790 introduced by the distinguished Delegate 
from Hawaii, Mrs. Farrington. Please come up and join the sub- 
committee. 

I cannot refrain from expressing my personal pleasure at Mrs. 
Farrington’s presence here today. She is one of the most popular 
and able of our colleagues in the House and is the widow of one of 
the most distinguished and beloved gentlemen to have served here— 
a very good friend of mine— Delegate. Joe Farrington. 

We will at this point in the record insert H. R. 5790 and H. R. 
9426. 

(The bills referred to are as follows: ) 

[H. R. 5790, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended. 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of e ‘esentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 8 (a), adde od by the Act of August 18, 
1941 (55 Stat. 631), to the Act of ncieeer 2, 19% 50 Stat. 917), entitled 
‘“‘An Act to provide that the United States shall aid _ States in wildlife-restora- 
tion projects, and for other purposes’’, as amended, is further amended by deleting 
therefrom the words and figures reading ‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii” 
and inserting in lieu thereof the words and figures ‘not exceeding $50,000 for 
Hawaii” 


[H. R. 9426, 84th Cong., 2d se 


A BILL To provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife restoration project 
pur poses 


Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled ‘““An Act to provide that the 
United States shall aid the States in wildlife restoration projects, and for other 
purposes”? (50 Stat. 917), as amended, be further amended by adding at the end 
of section 2 thereof the following: “‘For the purposes of this Act the term ‘State’ 
shall be construed as including the Territory of Hawaii’, and by amending section 
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& (a) thereof by deleting therefrom the words “‘the Division of Game and Fish of 
the Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii,’’, and insert- 
ing ‘“‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii,’’. 


Mr. Kiuczynskt. At this point in the record I would like to submit 
the departmental report on H. R. 5790. 
(The report referred to is as follows:) 


Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 12, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BonNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My pear Mr. Bonner: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 5790, 
to amend the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended. This bill 
provides that the annual apportionment of Pittman-Robertson Federal aid to 
wildlife restoration funds to Hawaii be increased from $25,000 to $50,000. 

We recommend the enactment of H. R. 5790, if it is amended as suggested in 
this report. 

The objective of H. R. 5790 is an appropriate one, but its provisions in their 
present form do not, in our opinion, represent the most desirable approach to this 
matter. Notwithstanding the fact that funds to finance the Federal aid to wild- 
life-restoration program (16 U. 8. C., 1952 edition, secs. 669-669j) are derived 
from the excise tax imposed on sporting arms and ammunition—and therefore 
are contributed to by hunters in all of the States and Territories of the United 
States—there are now in effect two separate provisions of law relating to the 
distribution of such funds. In the case of the States, the wildlife-restoration 
funds are allocated on the basis of one-half in the ratio which the area of each 
State bears to the total area of all the States, and one-half in the ratio which the 
number of paid hunting license holders of each State bears to the total number of 
paid hunting license holders of all the States. By this formula, those States 
having a large area but a low number of hunters share almost as well as States 
having a large number of hunters but a smaller area. This is a reasonably equita- 
ble arrangement. The act also provides, in effect, that before a State can become 
eligible for grants-in-aid it must provide at least 25 percent of the funds needed 
for individual projects. 

On the other hand, the amounts that may be distributed to the Territories, and 
to the 2 possessions that come within the Pittman-Robertson Act, are fixed 
amounts (Alaska, $75,000; Hawaii, $25,000; Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 
$10,000 each) that are specified by the terms of the act itself, and are not based 
upon any computation such as that applicable to the States. The equity of this 
fixed allocation, which has no mathematical basis, is open to question, and, we 
believe, should be reconsidered. Particularly is this true of Hawaii. During 
the last decade the Territory has made splendid progress in augmenting public 
hunting opportunities. This work has taken form in the trapping and trans- 
planting of game birds and mammals, the establishment of some 14 public shooting 
areas containing about 243,000 acres of land, and the conduct of wildlife surveys 
and investigations to gather urgently needed data for management use. Hunters 
in the Territory make their contribution to the Federal-aid funds for wildlife 
restoration the same as hunters in the States. Placing Hawaii on a parity with 
the States in the distribution of these funds would enable it to undertake additional 
projects that are badly needed. Such equality of treatment would also result in 
imposing upon the Territory stricter matching requirements than now apply to 
it, and thus would bring about a higher degree of participation by the Territory 
in financing the costs of its wildlife restoration program. For these reasons, we 
believe that the best approach to the problem at hand would be to make the 
formula for payments to Hawaii the same as the formula for payments to the States. 

There is another expansion of this bill that should be considered. The grant- 
in-aid program authorized by the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act 
parallels, and is closely related to, the grant-in-aid program authorized by the 
Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (16 U. 8. C., 1952 edition, sees. 777—777k). 
Although it has only been in operation since 1951, the Federal aid in fish restora- 
tion program has already contributed materially to more effective management of 
the sport fishes of the islands. Principal emphasis to date has been directed 
toward the acclimatization and distribution of valuable food and game fishes 
imported from the United States. A study of the fresh-water goby, virtually the 
only native fresh-water fish has revealed the means by which it may be more 
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effectively managed. The once valuable offshore reef fisheries which have been 
severely overfished, have been the subject of a research project aimed at their 
ultimate restoration. Because of the parallelism which exists between the wildlife 
and fisheries programs, we believe that the Territory of Hawaii should share in 
the funds available for apportionment under both of these laws on the same basis, 
and subject to the same requirements and limitations, that are applicable to the 
States. 

Accordingly, we recommend the following amendments to H. R. 5790: 

(1) Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: 

“Section 2 of the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act of September 2, 1937 
(50 Stat. 917; 16 U. S. C., 1952 ed., sec. 669a) is amended by striking out the 
period at its end and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the words ‘and the 
term ‘‘State’’ shall be construed to mean and include the several States and the 
Territory of Hawaii.’ 

“Sec. 2. Section 8 (a) of said Act, as added by the Act of August 18, 1941 (55 
Stat. 632) and amended by the Act of August 3, 1950 (64 Stat. 399; 16 U.S. C., 
1952 ed., sec. 669g—1), is amended (i) by striking out the words ‘the Division of 
Game and Fish of the Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of 
Hawaii,’ (ii) by striking out the words ‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii,’ and 
(iii) by striking out the word ‘Territories’ wherever the same appears and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the words “Territory of Alaska’, 

“Sec. 3. Section 2 of the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act of August 9, 
1950 (64 Stat. 431; 16 U. 8S. C., 1952 ed., sec. 777a) is amended by striking out 
the period at its end and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the words ‘and 
the term ‘‘State’’ shall be construed to mean and include the several States and 
the Territory of Hawaii.’ 

“Sec. 4. Section 12 of said Act (64 Stat. 434; 16 U. 8S. C., 1952 ed., sec. 777k) 
is amended (i) by striking out the words ‘the Division of Game and Fish of the 
Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii,’ (ii) by striking 
out the words ‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii,’ and (iii) by striking out the 
word ‘Territories’ wherever the same appears and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words ‘Territory of Alaska.’ 

“Sec. 5. The amendments made by this Act shall be applicable only with re- 
spect to fiscal years beginning after the passage of this Act. Until the final ad- 
journment of the first regular session of the legislature of the Territory of Hawaii 
held after the passage of this Act, the assent of the Governor of the Territory 
shall be sufficient for the purposes of the assent requirements set forth in section 
1 of said Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (50 Stat. 917; 16 U. S. C., 1952 
ed., sec. 669) and in section 1 of said Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (64 
Stat. 430; 16 U.S. C., 1952 ed., see. 777).”’ 

(2) Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill relating to the application in the 
Territory of Hawaii of the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act and the Fed- 
eral Aid in Fish Restoration Act.”’ 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wes.ey A. D’Ewarrt, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. THompson. Mr. Victor Wickersham, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma, is joining us this morning and I would like the record to 
show it. 

Mr. Kuivczynskrt. Would you like to make a statement, Mrs. 
Farrington, in behalf of your proposed legislation? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MRS. JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


Mrs. Farrineton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

H. R. 5790, to amend the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, 
was introduced by me in accordance with the request of the Terri- 
torial legislature in House Concurrent Resolution No. 62 which was 
passed by our legislature in April 1955. 
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The Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act authorizes the appor- 
tionment of funds derived from a tax on firearms and ammunitions to 
the several States under a specified formula which takes into consid- 
eration the number of hunting licenses sold in a State and the area 
of a State, and the operations are carried out through the State game 
departments. The act, however, authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to cooperate with the Board of Commissioners of Agriculture 
and Forestry of Hawaii upon such terms and conditions as he shall 
deem fair without requiring that Hawaii pay the same proportionate 
costs of such projects as is required to be paid by the States. Under 
the law originally Hawaii received $10,000 per annum, but in 1950 
this was increased to $25,000 per annum. 

Since that date Hawaii has made a great deal of progress in wild- 
life restoration and establishment of public hunting grounds through- 
out the Territory. Mr. Joseph L. Dwight, president of the Board of 
Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of the Territory of 
Hawaii, states that Hawaii now has a larger public hunting program 
than many of the States. He points out that the minimum that any 
one State received in fiscal year 1955 was $58,923. Mr. Dwight goes 
on to say that since 1950, through the cooperation of governmental 
agencies, sportsmen’s clubs and private landowners, Hawaii now has 
14 public shooting grounds. The total area amounts to 243,471 acres. 
Mr. Dwight states that in comparing our program with several States 
our service to the public in managed public hunting areas exceeds 
that of at least 10 States. 

Considerable study has been given to the bill which I introduced 
by the Interior Department and by representatives of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service in Hawaii, and it was felt that Hawaii should be en- 
titled to the same consideration as is given to the States. It was also 
recommended that this same provision of treating Hawaii on the 
same basis as a State be extended to the Fish Restoration Act. Based 
upon incomplete information from the Treasury Department, Hawaii 
would receive approximately $60,000 of wildlife restoration funds and 

$28,000 of fish restoration funds if we were treated on the same basis 
asa State. The Territory would be required to absorb 25 percent of 
the cost of all projects out of its own funds. The income from the 
receipts from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses in Hawaii would 
not be sufficient to provide matching money for the increased Federal 
apportionment of Fish and W ildlife Restoration funds. In view of 
this situation the matter was presented to the Governor of the Ter- 
ritory to ascertain whether Hawaii would be willing to participate on 
this basis and would be in a position to meet the matching funds of 
approximately $29,333. 

The director of the division of fish and game of the board of com- 
missioners of agriculture and forestry stated that he did not believe 
it would be fair to the hunters and fishermen of the Territory if the 
‘Territory refused this additional responsibility. He also stated that 
any change in existing Federal statutes that places Hawaii in the 
same category as the States should be recommended and that the 
adoption of the amendments to H. R. 5790 would anticipate the effect 
of statehood so far as the Federal aid to wildlife and fish restoration 
funds were concerned, and he could see no reason why the change 
cannot be accepted now. He explained that it would be necessary to 
obtain from the legislature authorization to establish a revolving fund 
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and possibly obtain an appropriation of suflicient size to match the 
Federal allotment to which we would be entitled under this bill but 
that until the legislature meets, which will be in 1957, loans might be 
arranged from the Governor’s contingency fund. The Governor of 
the Territory states that he is in agreement with the recommendation 
of the board of agriculture and forestry. Consequently, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has suggested an entirely new bill placing Hawaii 
on the same basis as a State in the Federal aid to wildlife and fish res- 
toration programs. 

I introduced H. R. 9426 to accomplish this same purpose. ‘The 
Interior Department, however, has made its report on H. R. 5790. 
I, therefore, request that at the appropriate time H. R. 9426 be 
tabled and that action be taken on H. R. 5790, and that the amend- 
ment suggested by the Interior Department be included in this bill. 
The amendment accomplishes the same purpose as H. R. 9426, but in 
addition includes the amendment of the Fish Restoration Act, and 
therefore is more acceptable. I do not hesitate to say that I believe 
that the Territorial legislature will welcome this action because the 
people of Hawaii are always i in favor of any Federal legislation that 
places the Territory of Hawaii on the same basis as the 48 States. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kuiuczynskti. Did you tell the committee how much revenue 
was taken in on ammunition? 

Mrs. Farrineton. At the present time? 

Mr. Kuiuczynsk1. Yes. 

Mrs. Farrineron. No, I did not have that in my statement. 
Mr. Edwards is here from the Interior Department and he may have it. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxt. All your bill does is place the Territory of Hawaii 
in the category of the 48 States? 

Mrs. Farrineton. Yes, and gives us the responsibility of some 
matching funds which we do not now have. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsxi. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Thank you, Mrs. Farrington, for the splendid testimony you have 
given the committee this morning. 

Mrs. Farrineron. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuvuczynski. Our next witness is Mr. Lloyd Meehean, Assist- 
ant Director, Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior. 


STATEMENT OF DR. 0. LLOYD MEEHEAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Dr. MEEHEAN. You have the report of the Department of the 
Interior with regard to this bill. Mrs. Farrington has indicated the 
highlights of it. I would like to add for the record the following: 

In quality of personnel and pe seen Hawaii, through its  divi- 
sion of fish and game, board of commissioners of agric culture and 
forestry, measures up to State standards. Illustrative of this was the 
1950 selection of The Game Birds of Hawaii by the Wildlife Society 
as the best wildlife publication of the year. This publication was the 
result of wildlife management factfinding performed on a Pittman- 
Robertson Federal aid in wildlife restoration project. Annual appor- 
tionments to the Territory in the amount of $25,000 have been put to 
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excellent use in ascertaining the abundance of pheasants, quail, Axis 
deer, chukar partridges, feral sheep and goats, the conditions of the 
ranges they occupy, the hunting pressure they can safely sustain and 
what practical management measures may be taken to improve con- 
ditions for them. Action programs have consisted of the establish- 
inent of a pattern of public hunting areas on Territorial and privately 
owned lands, the planting of food patches; fencing, posting; the con- 
struction of roads and trails; and the installation of w atering devices 
on arid lands. 

the high-grade performance which has characterized the manage- 
ment of Pittman-Robertson work in Hawaii has been carried over to 
the work being performed on the Dingell-Johnson Federal aid in fish 
restoration program for which Hawaii is currently allotted $25,000 
per year. These funds are presently financing two projects, one deal- 
ing with fresh water and the other with marine fish. On the fresh 
water project, the life history of the goby, a small fish utilized as food 
by game fish, is being studied, and the experimental stocking of fish 
not native to Hawaii is being conducted. The marine fish project is 
concerned both with reef and inshore species, and consists of an 
inventory of sport fish, fish migration studies, and food habits. 

Increasing the annual apportionment of Pittman-Robertson funds 
to $50,000 a year, as provided for in H. R. 5790, without any matching 
responsibility, would put the Territory in a privileged position in 
comparison with the States. For that reason, it has been recom- 
mended by the Department that the law be amended to permit the 
apportionment of these funds to Hawaii on the same basis as the 
States are receiving their shares. Thereby, Hawaii’s apportionment 
of wildlife restoration funds this year would have been $58,052.50, 
with the Territory being required to contribute $19,350.84, or 25 
percent of the cost of the projects. 

While H. R. 5790 is quiet on any increase in Hawaii’s annual 
apportionment under the Dingell-Johnson Federal Aid in Fish 
Restoration Act, recommendation has been made that this act be 
amended so the Territory can be treated like a State in the apportion- 
ment of these funds. On that basis, Hawaii would have received the 
minimum of $49,274 this year, and would have been required to 
finance 25 percent of the cost of approved projects with the Territorial 
funds amounting to $16, 424. 67. 

The operations of Territorial fish and wildlife activities are 
carried out very much ‘ike those of the States. Consequently, it is 
felt that the apportionments for fish and wildlife restoration work 
shou ld be made in the same manner. 

That completes my statement. 

Mr. Kivuczynski. Thank you, Doctor. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Drewry. Dr. Mech ean, that would require a total of about 
$36,000? 

Dr. Mrenunan. Roughly. 

Mr. Drewry. What expense has the Territory of Hawaii presently 
gone to on its own without regard to the matching fund requirement 
to carry out this type of work? 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. RUTHERFORD, CHIEF, BRANCH, 
FEDERAL AID IN FISH AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


Mr. Ruruerrorp. Their total income during the fiscal year 1955 
from hunting licenses was $21,634, and from fishing licenses, $4,595. 
It would be about $25,000 in total. 

Mr. Drewry. Additional amounts would be required to come under 
this? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. That is right. 

Mr. THompson. You propose an amendment in your statement to 
H. R. 5790, do you not? 

Dr. Mreenean. To include funds for Federal aid in fish restoration 
in addition to the apportionment of funds on a matching basis for 
the Federal aid to wildlife restoration program. That was not in- 
cluded in the original bill. 

Mr. THompson. According to your statement, $19,350 would 
be required on the wildlife restoration matching and $16,424 on the 
other? 

Dr. MebHean. Yes. 

Mr. Tompson. Which would make roughly $35,800 to be derived 
from local sources? 

Dr. MEEHEAN. Yes. 

Mr. THompson. And the present revenues are $26,200 roughly? 

Dr. Meeuwean. That is right 

Mr. Tuompson. So that would mean approximately $9,000 or 
$10,000 more that would be required from local funds? 

Di. MeEHEAN. Yes. 

Mi. Tuompson. Do you know whether there has been any surveys 
made on the possibility of raising fees, or extending fees so that money 
can be made available? 

Dr. Merenean. As I understand it, we have had considerable 
correspondence through our Division of Territories with the Ter- 
ritory out there to determine whether or not they would have been 
able to provide the matching funds for this purpose. There has 
been airived at an agreement with the Governor of the Territory 
to arrange for financing this portion of the project until the Territorial 
legislature meets early in 1957, at which time the legislature there will 
take action to take care of this problem. 

Mr. THompson. What would happen then if the license income 
remains as it is? This amendment that you propose to H. R. 5790 
if passed would authorize that they participate to the maximum stated 
in your statement, and if they still only collect $26,200 that would 
merely cut down on the amount of funds that would otherwise be 
available to them, would it not? 

Dr. Mreuean. If they were able to provide funds from other 
sources to add to what income they already have, the source of the 
funds would not make any particular difference as long as they are 
able to match them. 

Mr. THompson. I agree. Suppose they did not raise more than 
$26,000? That would merely limit the amount they could actually 
receive, whereas if they did raise the funds available they could re- 
ceive the maximum? 

Dr. Meeuean. That is right. 
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Mr. THompson. So that would be no problem to the United States 
Department, it would be a problem to the department in Hawaii? 

Dr. Mreenwean. It is a Territorial problem entirely. 

Mr. Tompson. That is all. 

Mr. Kuvezynsxr. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank vou, Dr. Meehean. 

Our next. witness will be Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Drewry. Do you have a statement, Mr. Rutherford? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. | have no statement. 

Mr. Drewry. And you are appearing with Dr. Meehean? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. That is right. 

Mr. Kuivezynsxri. Are there any questions of Mr. Rutherford? 
If not, we will hear from De. Poole. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, EDITOR, OUTDOOR NEWS 
BULLETIN 


Mr. Pooire. | am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the Outdoor News 
Bulletin, a biweekly conservation news service of the Wildlife Man- 
agement Institute. The institute is a national membership organ- 
ization devoted to the improved management of natural resources in 
the public interest. The program of this nonprofit organization has 
been continuous since 1911. 

At this point I would like to say that Mr. Charles H. Callison, 
conservation director of the National Wildlife Federation, asks that 
the federation be on record as supporting our remarks on these two 
bills today. 

Mr. Kiuczynsx1. There being no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Pootr. H. R. 5790 would amend the Federal Aid in W ildlife 
Restoration Act so as to increase from $25,000 to $50,000 Hawaii’s 
annual allotment of these Federal aid funds. H. R. 9426, which we 
understand is to supersede the earlier bill, would not only amend the 
basic act so that Hawaii’s share of the funds would be computed on 
the same basis as that of the States, but in addition, would retain the 
present $25,000 annual payment to that Territory. On the basis of 
the wildlife restoration funds now available for allotment to the 
States under the terms of the act, the enactment of H. R. 9426 would 
increase the annual payment to Hawaii to about $85,000. 

When viewed from the standpoint of the apportionment presently 
available to the smaller States, this proposed increase is inequitable. 
The formula under which the Federal aid funds are allotted to the 
States provides that one-half of the total shall be computed on the 
basis of the land area of each State and the remaining one-half on the 
number of paid hunting license holders within each State. A State 
cannot receive less than one-half of 1 percent nor more than 5 percent 
of the total apportionment to all the States. 

Mr. THompson. May I interrupt you at that point? Am I to 
understand that we are considering H. R. 5790 and that we will also 
consider H. R. 9426? 

Mr. Kuvezynsxi. No. Mrs. Farrington asked to table H. R. 
9426. 

Mr. Tuompson. That is why I want to get this statement as a 
current statement on what is proposed here this morning. What 
you are reading now would be what would happen if H. R. 9426 is 
adopted. Mrs. Farrington has asked that H. R. 9426 be tabled. 
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Mr. Drewry. I can clear that up. 

Mr. THompson. We should know your position as far as H. R. 
5790 is concerned so that we will have a statement in contest with 
what we are considering. 

Mr. Drewry. Mrs. Farrington’s position is that we take up H. R. 
5790 with the Department of the Interior’s amendments which would 
achieve the same objectives as H. R. 9426. 

Mr. THompson. H. R. 9426 would be included by amendment in 
H. R. 5790, to do exactly what H. R. 9426 does, and in addition do 
what H. R. 9570 does? 

Mr. Auuen. Plus an addition—some further payment by the 
Territory. 

Mrs. Farrineron. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 9426 is not as broad as 
the amendments recommended by the Department of the Interior. 
H. R. 9426 just includes wildlife. The amendments from the Interior 
Department include the Fish Restoration Act also, so H. R. 9426 would 
not be identical with the amendments, but the amendments of the 
Interior Department would accomplish the purpose I believe the 
witness is testifying in behalf of now. 

Mr. THompson. In other words, your testimony insofar as H. R. 
9426 is concerned would cover your position on at least a portion of 
the amendments offered by the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Pootr. Yes, they would. We had no way of knowing, of 
course, prior to stepping into this room this morning that this subse- 
quent action would take place. But in the rest of the statement here, 
or in part of the statement, we raise some questions about the things 
the present thinking would incorporate in the rewording of the bill. 
So | think the statement will be germane so far as the questions 
raised are concerned. 

Mr. Drewry. You are speaking now of the objectives of the 
proposal? 

Mr. Poor. Yes. 

Mr. Kivuczynskr. You may proceed, Mr. Poole. 

Mr. Poote. The smaller States, such as Connecticut, Delaware, 
New Hampshire, and Rhode Island received the minimum amount 
of $48,984 in fiscal year 1955. The number of paid hunting license 
holders in these States during that period were: Connecticut, 56,248; 
Delaware, 19,471; New Hampshire, 83,261; and Rhode Island, 13.004. 

In comparison, Hawaii, during the same period, had only 4,522 
paid hunting license holders. 

In addition to its regular vearly allotment of Pittman-Robertson 
funds, Hawaii, like Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Vi irgin Islands, also 
is receiving each year one-fifth of its share of the $13} million backlog 
in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund. Under the terms of an 
amendment approved by Congress last session, one-fifth of the 
accumulated reserve is to be made available to the States, Territories, 
and possessions each vear for 5 vears. Hawau will receive $5,000 
annually from this division, and the small States about $13,000 each. 

If Hawaii is to be given an increase in Federal aid funds, it would 
be more equitable to amend the basic act so that the apportionment 
could be computed in the same manner as that of the States. An 
increase in the lump payment as proposed in H. R. 5790 would be 
discriminatory against the States in that they now are receiving a 
nearly similar amount only by meeting the requirement that they 
match each three Federal aid dollars with one of their own. 
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H. R. 9426 would permit the standard payment of $25,000 to be 
retained in addition to permitting Hawaii to share in the Federal aid 
benefits in the same manner as the States. Although the amount is 
small, this undoubtedly would be objectionable to the other partici- 
pants in this program. A great deal of thought was given to the 
devising of a fair and equitable formula for the distribution of the 
revenue from the excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition. The 
State wildlife agencies, and the sportsmen themselves, want the ear- 
marked fund allotted for wildlife restoration in some direct relation to 
the number of hunters in each State, and the provision in H. R. 9426 
that would give Hawaii an additional $25,000 a year over and above 
the amount it would receive under the State formula, would cause 
widespread complaint. 


Should the committee, in its judgment, recommend that Hawaii be 


classified as a State under the terms of the Federal Aid in Wildlife 
Restoration Act, it would seem that the Territory should be given the 
same classification under the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act. 
If that were done, it would increase the annual allotment of Federal 
aid to fisheries for Hawaii by approximately $19,000. 

Now then, in conclusion, if Hawaii is to be given a larger portion of 
the Federal aid money for wildlife and fisheries, what about Alaska? 
That Territory is desperately in need of additional funds to administer 
the Alaska game laws. It will not be easy to work out an equitable 
formula for that large Territory, with its 365,481,000 acres, and 
41,168 hunting licenses in 1955, but Alaska is deserving of the same 
consideration as Hawaii. Thanks. 

Mr. Kivuczynskr. Thank you, Mr. Poole. Are there any questions? 

Mr. TuHompson. Mr. Chairman, could we have the proposed amend- 
ments that are being proposed by the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Yes. 

Mr. THompson. Could the counsel give the subcommittee an idea 
as to just what these proposals are so we could question the witness 
perhaps in line with what H. R. 5790 will contain if the amendments 
are adopted? 

Mr. Drewry. Perhaps it might be helpful if I would read the 
proposed amendments. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Counsel will read the amendments to H. R. 5790. 

Mr. Drewry. The first section is proposed to be amended by the 
Department of the Interior as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

Section 2 of the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act of September 2, 1937 
(50 Stat. 917; U. 8. C., 1952 ed., sec. 669a) is amended by striking out the period 
at its end and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the words ‘‘and the term 
‘State’ shall be construed to mean and include the several States and the 
Territory of Hawaii.’’ 

Sec. 2. Section 8 (a) of said Act, as added by the Act of August 18, 1941 (55 
Stat. 632) and amended by the Act of August 3, 1950 (64 Stat. 399; 16 U.S. C., 
1952 ed., see. 669g-1), is amended (i) by striking out the words “the Division of 
Game and Fish of the Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of 
Hawaii,’’, (ii) by striking out the words ‘‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii,’’, and 
(iii) by striking out the word ‘Territories’ wherever the same appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words ‘Territory of Alaska.’ 

Sec. 3. Section 2 of the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act of August 9, 1950 
(64 Stat. 481; 16 U. S. C., 1952 ed., see. 777a) is amended by striking out the 
period at its end and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the words “and the 
term ‘State’ shall be construed to mean and include the several States and the 
Territory of Hawaii.” 





4 








FEDERAL AID TO WILDLIFE RESTORATION IN HAWAII 1] 


Sec 4. Section 12 of said Act (64 Stat. 434; 16 U. S. C., 1952 ed., sec. 777k) 
is amended (i) by striking out the words ‘‘the Division of Game and Fish of the 
Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii,’’, (ii) by striking 
out the words ‘“‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii,’’, and (iii) by striking out the 
word “‘Territories’”’ wherever the same appears and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “Territory of Alaska.” 

Sec 5. The amendments made by this Act shall be applicable only with respect 
to fiscal years beginning after the passage of this Act. Until the final adjourn- 
ment of the first regular session of the legislature of the Territory of Hawaii 
held after the passage of this Act, the assent of the Governor of the Territory 
shall be sufficient for the purposes of the assent requirements set forth in section 
1 of said Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (50 Stat. 917; 16 U. S. C., 
1952 ed., sec. 669) and in section 1 of said Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act 
(64 Stat. 430; 16 U. S. C., 1952 ed., sec. 777). 


(2) Amend the title so as to read— 


A bill relating to the application in the Territory of Hawaii of the Federal 
Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act and the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act. 

Mr. THompson. How much does Hawaii receive today under the 
existing statutes? 

Mr. Poo.e. $25,000. 

Mr. Tuompson. For wildlife restoration? 

Mr. Poote. Yes. 

Mr. THompson. How much for fish? 

Mr. Poo.e. $25,000. 

Mr. Tuompson. Does Alaska receive the same amount? 

Mr. Poors. $75,000 for Alaska for wildlife under the Pittman- 
Robertson Act, and $75,000 also under the Dingell-Johnson Act. 

Mr. TxHompson. If H. R. 5790 is amended in accordance with 
the Department of the Interior’s suggestions, how much would be 
available to Hawaii for wildlife restoration? 

Mr. Rutrnerrorp. The minimum under Pittman-Robertson this 
year was around $58,000 in round figures and under Dingell-Johnson 
the minimum this year was $49,000. I am speaking of the fiscal 
year 1956. 

Mr. THompson. Assuming that would not change for the next 
fiscal period then Hawaii in receiving those two amounts would then 
be asked to match $1 for every $3 included here? 

Mr. RutruHerrorp. That is right. 

Mr. TxHompson. How much would that amount to? 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. Around $107,000. 

Mr. THoompson. There would be a little over $35,000 as participat- 
ing funds from Hawaii? 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Drewry, I understood you to mention the 
word ‘“‘Alaska”’ several times in reading the amendments, but Alaska 
is not included in this new method of matching according to these 
amendments. 

Mr. Drewry. No, sir. 

Mr. THompson. What would be the reason, Mr. Rutherford, if 
you could tell the subcommittee, for not including Alaska in the 
suggested amendments? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. There is other legislation pending on Alaska. 

Mr. THompson. In the nature of what? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. There is H. R. 244 pending on Alaska which 
would transfer to the Territory the fish and wildlife functions. That 
has been the subject of another report. 
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Mr. TuHompson. The fish and wildlife functions of the Territory 
of Hawaii are now administered by their local office of fish and 
wildlife? 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. How does that differ from the administration 
in Alaska? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Alaska is administered by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Mr. Tuompson. Of the United States? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. That is right. 

Mr. TuHompson. Whereas Hawaii is administering her own fish 
and wildlife program? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. The Board of Commissioners of Agriculture and 
Forestry and the Division of Fish and Game administer the fish and 
wildlife work in the Territory of Hawaii. 

Mr. THompson. That does make a difference in the actual opera- 
tions, and they should be considered. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. In addition, I may say that Alaska has no 
matching funds. Half of its revenue from hunting and _ fishing 
licenses goes to the Territorial schools and half to the Treasury of 
the United States. 

Mr. THompson. That is not the way these funds are handled in 
Hawaii at the present time? 

Mr. RurHerrorp. No. 

Mr. THompson. Hawaii is now handling their own administration 
of fish and wildlife programs the same as the States are? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Identical. 

Mr. Sre.ty-Brown. Has the Government of Alaska made any 
request for the kind of legislation for which the Territory of Hawai 
is asking? 


STATEMENT OF KIRKLEY COULTER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF TERRITORIES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


\Mir. Coutrsr. There is pending in another committee a proposal 
to transfer to the Territory of Alaska control over all of its fisheries, 
and in general to bring the system in Alaska in line with the States. 
That is in the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. As part 
of that, there is a proposal to bring Alaska into both of these acts, 
the same as Hawaii. 

Mr. Tuompson. What is the position of the Department of the 
Interior insofar as turning over the administration of these functions 
to the Territorial government is concerned? 

Mr. Couutrer. We propose there that there be turned over to the 
Territorial government jurisdiction over the sport fish and game only 
at such time that the Territory builds up enough of a regulatory agency 
so that it can be assumed that they can handle the commercial fishery 
which is a larger and very important operation. It is my recollection 
of the Department’s proposal on that we also propose that Alaska be 
brought under these two acts with reference to the transfer of this 
jurisdiction. 

Mir. THompson. Does Hawaii have a great commercial fishery? 

Mr. Couttrr. Not very much. 

Mir. THompson. They do handle whatever they do have? 
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Mr. Covutter. Yes, exactly as the States. 

Mr. THompson. And it is not felt by the Department that Alaska 
would yet be qualified under their present setup to handle their own 
commercial fishery? 

Mr. Coutter. That is our position; that is right. 

Mr. ALLEN. Is it not true that the Territorial Legislature of Alaska 
has not passed any legislation which would either offer, or permit 
it to provide funds in the manner that Hawaii has done to match 
the Federal funds? 

Mr. Covutrer. For the two acts that we are talking about now? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Couuter. I think that is probably correct. The thing there 
of course is having no control locally of these sport fish and game 
operations. They do not even have quite the same licensing setup 
as each of the States so the funds which the fisherman or the hunter 
pays now are considered as Federal rather than Territorial funds. 
Part go to the Federal Treasury direct. 

Mr. TuHompson. I would like to ask a further question in line with 
my previous one about financing. Perhaps Mr. Rutherford can 
answer this. 

In addition to the $58,000 estimate and the $49,000 estimate, that 
is, wildlife and fish respectively, do the amendments proposed by 
the Department of the Interior provide for outright grants in addition 
to those minimum amounts to be available, or maximum amounts 
to be available? 

Mr. RurHerrorp. You mean in H. R. 5790? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. RutHerrorp. No. All they would get would be a portion 
like the States, and they would have to match. There would be 
nothing additional. If they could not match, it would revert just 
like it does in the States. 

Mr. THompson. I understood the testimony of the witness to 
indicate that there would be an unfair position existing in Hawaii 
because they would not only have these matching funds, but in 
addition, a grant. Will you clarify that for me? 

Mr. Pooue. H. R. 9426 originally contemplated the apportionment 
would be handed out on the basis of the States, and in addition the 
$25,000 annual payment would be retained. 

Mr. THompson. Are you satisfied now that the amendments sug- 
gested by the Interior Department do not include those additional 
grants? 

Mr. Poor. As I understand, as it was read here, it strikes out 
‘not exceeding $25,000 for Hawaii” from the existing act. 

Mr. THompson. What would be the position of the group you are 
representing insofar as what I understand to be the amendments to 
H. R. 5790? Insofar as those amendments are concerned, I under- 
stand the maximum to be received by Hawaii would be approximately 
$58,000 and $49,000, plus their own matching funds? 

Mr. Poo.e. That is correct. 

Mr. THompson. Would that take away any of the objections that 
your group has? 

Mr. Poote. I think that our statement complements the amend- 
ments suggested by the Department of the Interior. 
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Mr. THompson. So far as you know, your group would be agreeable 
to such an arrangement? 

Mr. Pooue. Yes. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. Do I understand correctly from your state- 
ment—possibly as amended in view of the changes which have occurred 
since you came into the room—that what you are basically supporting 
is a position whereby the Territory of Hawaii will be considered on 
exactly the same basis as any State? 

Mr. Pooue. Yes. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. In other words, Hawaii will get, but Hawaii 
will also give? 

Mr. Poo.ue. Yes. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. And your position is that Hawaii should be 
considered on exactly the same basis as regards these funds as any other 
State in the Union? 

Mr. Poo.ue. Yes. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. That is all. 

Mr. Kuiuczynskt. Thank you, Mr. Poole. 

Is Dr. Spencer Smith here? 

(No response.) 

Are there any other witnesses who want to be heard on H. R. 5790? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. THompson. Before Mrs. Farrington leaves, I would like to get 
her comments on the suggested amendments by the Department of 
the Interior. They would be good for the record. 

Mrs. Farrineton. I would like to clarify this. The bill H. R. 5790 
was introduced by me identically as it came to me from the Territorial 
legislature. 

Mr. Tuompson. I see. 

Mrs. Farrineton. And then later I introduced this other one. I 
am asking to table H. R. 9426, in line with making us the same as the 
States, but that was narrowed down to wildlife, so in restudying the 
matter the Interior Department came up with this last amendment. 
It is really a clean bill that you are substituting for H. R. 5790 and it is 
what we all want. It will be putting us exactly on the same basis as 
the States. 

Mr. THompson. And you are in agreement with the amendments 
proposed? 

Mrs. Farrineton. Yes. We have worked it out with the Governor 
and the head of the Department of Agriculture in Hawaii and they 
have the funds in the Governor’s contingent fund to make it until our 
legislature meets the next time, and there is no question but what the 
legislature will grant the money. We always want to be on the same 
basis as any State. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you, Mrs. Farrington. 

Mr. Kuvuczynski. That completes the hearings on H. R. 5790. 
Any further action will be taken in executive session. We thank you, 
Mrs. Farrington and you gentlemen, for your appearance here this 
morning. 

(Additional information follows.) 
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IsLAND oF Hawaltl, 
Fish AND GAME PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Hilo, T. H., May 6, 1954. 
Hon. Hercert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srtr: We understand that H. R. No. 5790, a bill to amend the Federal 
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act as amended to increase Hawaii’s allotment from 
$25,000 to $50,000 has been referred to your committee. 

This association which is one of long standing on the island of Hawaii is always 
interested in wildlife restoration and conservation, the money that we have been 
receiving through the years has been put to good use by the Board of Agriculture 
and Forestry, Fish & Game Division of the Territory of Hawaii. However, 
due to our large area available to the hunting public the money is spread pretty 
thin and we would very much like to get a little more financial assistance. 

We have no voice in Congress as you know and we have to depend on you 
gentlemen to give us a lift occasionally. 

We certainly will appreciate anything you can do and if you will please 
circulate this letter among the members of your committee we will be most 
grateful. 


A. T. Spaupina, President. 


THE 28TH LEGISLATURE, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Honolulu, T. H., April 19, 1956, 
Hon. Sam RayBurn, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Str: I transmit herewith certified copy of House Concurrent Resolution No. 62, 
which was adopted by the 28th Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii. 
Very respectfully, 
JAMES K. Trask, Clerk. 


THE LEGISLATURE OF THE TERRITORY OF Hawatl, House CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION No. 62 


Offered April 26, 1955, by Representatives Stanley Hara, Raymond M. Koba- 
veashi, Sumio Nakashima, Nadao Yoshinaga, C. E. Kauhane, Elmer F. Cravalho, 
David K. Trask, Jr., Robert N. Kimura, Akoni Pule, Russell K. Kono, E. P. 
Lydgate, Peter A. Aduja Masato Dio, Toshiharu Yama, Yasutaka Fukushima, 
William E. Fernandes, Toshio Serizawa, Hebden Porteus, Daniel K. Inouye, 
M. G. Paschoal, R. L. Hind, Jr., Esther K. Richardson, Joseph R. Garcia, Jr., 
Philip P. Minn, George R. Ariyoshi, O. Vincent Esposito, Steere G. Noda, Manuel 
S. Henriques, Spark M. Matsunaga, and Anna F. Kahanamoku, requesting the 
Congress of the United States to increase the apportionment of Federal foul for 
wildlife restoration in Hawaii. 


MEMO 


Adopted: By the House of Representatives of the 28th Legislature of the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii on April 26, 1955; by the Senate of the 28th Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii on April 29, 1955. 

James K. TRASK, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


House Concurrent Resolution No. 62— Requesting the Congress of the United States to increase the appor- 
tionment of Federal funds for wildlife restoration in Hawaii 


Whereas the need for public hunting areas in Hawaii is essential; and 

Whereas in the past 4 years the number of public hunting areas has risen to 
14 covering some 240,000 acres on 5 different islands; and 

Whereas the income of the fish and game division is insufficient to develop 
these areas properly; and 

Whereas the Territory of Hawaii has more public hunting areas than at least 
10 States but receives less than one-half of the smallest of Federal aid funds 
apportioned to any one State; and 
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Whereas the public hunting areas offer a recreational and economic asset to 
the Territory; 

Whereas it is declared the policy of the legislature to do those things which will 
increase the proper use of the natural resources of the Territory and thereby 
substantially contribute to the welfare of the people and to the economy of these 
islands: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the House of Representatives of the 28th Legislature of the Territory 
of Hawaii, the Senate concurring, That the Congress of the United States be and is 
hereby requested to pass H. R. 5790 entitled, ‘‘An act to amend the Federal aid to 
Wildlife Restoration Act,”’ which will raise Hawaii’s apportionment of Federal aid 
to wildlife funds from $25,000 annually to $50,000 annually; be it further 

Resolved, That duly certified copies of this concurrent resolution be forwarded 
to the President of the United States, the Secretary of the Interior, the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives of the Congress of 
the United States and to the Delegate to Congress from Hawaii. 


Tue House or REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 
TERRITORY OF Hawaltl, 
Honolulu, T. H., April 29, 1955. 
We hereby certify that the foregoing concurrent resolution was adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the 28th Legislature gf the Territory of Hawaii on 
April 26, 1955. 
CHARLES E. KAvuHANE, 
Speaker, House of Representatives. 
JamMEs K. TRAskK, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 
THE SENATE OF THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII, 
Honolulu, T. H., April 29, 19565 
We hereby certify that the foregoing concurrent resolution was adopted by the 
Senate of the 28th Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii on April 29, 1955. 
Wm. H. HEEN, 
President of the Senate. 
WiiuraMm §. RICHARDSON, 
Clerk of the Senate. 


(Whereupon, the hearing was concluded.) 
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